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TALK IS CHEAP. 
AMERICANS DEMAND ACTION 


The recent Supreme Court rulings against the Communist Party in the U. S. were almost as much 
of a shock to anti-Communists as they were to the Party itself. From 1956 to 1959 the Supreme Court, 
according to a special committee report of the American Bar Association, rendered 23 decisions which 
“weakened or nullified . . . the (federal) Subversive Activities Control Act of 1950, the anti-sedition 
laws of 44 states, key security provisions of the 1952 Immigration and Nationality Act and the Sum- 
mary Suspension Act of 1950.” Thus, the close 5 to 4 decision puts an end to 11 years of court battle 
between the Communist Party and the courts of our land. 














As a result of the new rulings against the Communist Party, they must: 
1. Register with the Justice Department as agents of Soviet Russia. 


2. Supply the Justice Department each year with names and aliases of all present members and 
officers including those of the past 12 months. 


3. Account in a public report for all money received and spent in the past year, and in each 
future year, identifying sources of funds, including names of contributors. 


4, Label any speeches, pamphlets or other publications as ‘Disseminated by the Communist 
Party, U.S.A., a Communist organization.” 


5. Expect that, subject to further Court tests, essentially the same rules apply to Communist 
front organizations — including the loss of tax-exempt status. 


PARTY SCREAMS DEFIANCE 


It was expected that the Communist Party would scream loud protests after so many years of 
free-wheeling subversion. Their invectives were released in the June 11, 1961 issue of the Worker, 
the Party’s weekly outlet for lies and smear attacks. Under a headline reading “Communists Declare: 
Court Won’t Stop Fight For Peace, Jobs, Freedom,’ they unleashed the following tirade: 


“When the Supreme Court convened last Monday five of its members betrayed their sworn duty 
to uphold the Constitution. They surrendered to the pressures of the reactionary cliques in the nation 





who are striving to incite a new McCarthyite period 
and to trample the swelling movement of the Negro 
people for freedom. The justices bowed to the demands 
of the House UnAmerican Committee, the John Birch 
Society, the White Citizens Council and Ku Klux Klan, 
and the missile profiteers who seek to continue the 
cold war.” 


An editorial in the same edition of the Worker said: 


“And all this is happening at a time when democ- 
racy is the greatest need of the nation and when peace 
is the greatest need of the world. And the Communists 
everywhere are the most vigorous fighters for peace 
and democracy everywhere. (This last statement is 
made in spite of the report that Khrushchev turned 
livid with anger at President Kennedy’s suggestion to 
allow free elections in Hungary. Ed.) 


“What happens now to the picture of the US. as 
a bastion of democracy and freedom that the govern- 
ment is trying to foist on the rest of the world, when 
it becomes a crime here to advocate change from a 
capitalist to a socialist society?” 


What happens, of course, is clear . . . if the rulings 
are enforced. Our friends will respect us for finally 
having the moral and intellectual courage to do what 
should have been done years ago. Our enemies will 
manifest every conceivable odium at us. But is this 
something different? Are they not doing that right 
now? We have nothing to lose — but everything to 
gain. 


MORE TALK . . . OR ACTION? 


The big concern at this point is the enforcement of 
the new rulings. Attorney General Robert Kennedy 
has the enviable responsibility of compelling the Con- 
spiracy to comply with the law. But many will re- 
member that Mr. Kennedy is of the well known Boston 
family who talk a good fight but beat a retreat at any 
roaring of the Communist lion. We are told that the 
Attorney General said on June 10: “The Supreme 
Court has made its decision. We will enforce the law.” 


Robert Kennedy should be aware that he is going 
to face a veritable avalanche of opposition. The Com- 
munist Worker told its members and sympathizers 
across the nation: “The actions of the American people 
today can help to negate the action of the Supreme Court. 
Everyone should mobilize his union local, his organiza- 
tions, his church group, the people in his neighborhood 
to protest to President Kennedy at the White House, 
Washington, D.C. against this violation of the Consti- 
tution and to demand that he and his Attorney General 
hold up the application of these laws.” 


It was this same Attorney General who branded the 
John Birch Society as “ridiculous” and “humorous” and 
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said that the Society “makes no contribution in my esti- 7 
mation to the fight against Communism. If anything, © 
it is a hindrance.” The Birch Society, on the other hand, | 
constitutes a strong voice advocating, since its incep- ~ 
tion, the very type laws that were upheld by the Su- © 
preme Court. 


If then, groups like the John Birch Society stand | 
for a strong anti-Communist position, and a position © 
such as this is a hindrance to the fight against Com- 
munism (as the Attorney General advocates), what = 
will Mr. Kennedy do when he faces the immense pres- | 
sures of the Party, its sympathizers and dupes opposing — 
the Supreme Court’s decisions? 


WE LEARN FROM EXPERIENCE 


We believe that the last presidential campaign is 
a case in point. Mr. Nixon was slain on the battlefield 7 
of the now famous “debates” because of his me-too ” 
attitude. He stood for everything and therefore stood 
for nothing. Kennedy, vocally at least, had a firm’ 
position and ultimately convinced the (slight) major- 
ity of Americans that we was the stronger of the} 
two even if many who voted for him did not concur? 
with his give-away programs. 


The same rule holds true in the international pic- 
ture. Khrushchev makes his position clear and un-! 
relentingly demands it. President Kennedy doesn’t 
know what he wants and is forced to the defensive) 
position in world affairs. 


One of his major arguments from the rostrum was 
the fact of the loss of American prestige world-wide. Hé 
hammered this theme relentlessiy into the minds of 
the people. Yet today, only five months after inaugura- 
tion, the president has brought the image of the United) 
States to an all-time low. 


Former Ambassador Clare Booth Luce brought this! 
to the attention of the public in a letter published in! 
the New York Herald Tribune, June 6, 1961. She 
said: 


“Meanwhile, the melancholy fact is that the US. 
prestige has reached a new historic low. Seven events, 
transpiring in the 100 days since his inauguration, have 
done very grave damage to it. : 


1. The virtual loss of Laos to the Communist 
(which both candidate Kennedy and later Presiden 
Kennedy pledged his administration to prevent) has 
opened the door wide to the Communist conquest of all 
Indo-China and weakened the morale of the anti-Ret 
alliance in South Asia. . . . 


2. The collapse of the American-installed . . . gov 
ernment of South Korea . . . many people believe that 


(See “TALK IS CHEAP” page 8) 
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‘THE SUMMIT AND THE PIT: 
EISENHOWER 1959—KENNEDY 1961 


_ WASHINGTON: 1959 


¢ Eisenhower's invitation (1959) to Khrushchev 
i stirred up a hornet’s nest of conflicting opinions. A 
hastily formulated, last minute effort to ally public 
" opinion against the visit of the butcher of Hungary 
"and the Ukraine was made by conservative individuals 
; and organizations. This movement, “Committee against 
/ Summit Entanglements” was inspired by the example 
_ of Sweden when adverse publicity is believed to have 
‘caused Khrushchev petulantly to cancel a proposed 
visit. 
_ I was asked to become a co-signer on a national 
" petition of protest. I know some of the leaders in this 
pene and they are good men; they are patriots 
‘and their motivations are sincere. Like myself, these 
“men are not bandwagon jumpers or Johnnies-come- 
lately in organized, anti-Communist work; we all carry 
“the scars of battle, of smear campaigns by the fellow- 
‘travelers of the press, the pulpit and the rostrum. 
“Wholly sympathetic as I was to this lonely group, 
nevertheless I declined to sign! 


_ Public opinion should have been rallied in 1917, 
in 1933 and in 1941. The Kremlin monster was born 
“in World War I and carefully nursed to terrible man- 
; hood in World War II. The punitive Treaty of Ver- 
Sailles (1918) furnished the platform that launched 
“Hitler and Stalin. Equally punitive (and equally stu- 
pid) Yalta and Potsdam (1945) not only confirmed 
the loot Stalin acquired thru his pact with Hitler but 
‘finally set up Russia as the scourge of the West — 
“Oswald Spengler’s fading West: “Untergang des 
“Abendlandes. . 


Eisenhower’s invitation to Khrushchev was 
the inevitable sequel to Yalta, Potsdam and Ge- 
neva; the aftermath of the “Entente Cordiale” 
of 1907; the sealed train that carried Lenin to 
Russia (1917) and the mysterious money that 
financed Trotzky; this is the legacy of Wilson 
and Roosevelt, of Colonel House and Viscount 
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Grey of Fallodon; Atlas-like, the lone man in 
the White House is condemned to carry the 
crushing heritage of two World Wars. 





Kruehchev:" ..Your Move." 











The ‘ “cartoon,” in every language, is an escapist device often 
operating against the governing regime. Not infrequently, the cartoon 
is a direct index to popular hata. Historians of the future may 
find the cartoon a guide to social values. The application of this par- 
ticular sketch is global: the overpowering intransigeance of the Krem- 
lin—and the decline of the West, in futile attempts to negotiate 
from weakness to strength. The Algerian problem (like the previous 
problem of the Suez Canal seizures) should have been treated as a 
common problem for the West. It is evident that both Russia and 
China view it as a conceited move in their Red imperialist. chess- 
game. 


There is a dreadful simplicity about this situation 
that cannot be resolved by Wilson’s and Roosevelt’s 
or Churchill’s outdated, watery slogans . . . the precipi- 
tate challenge of Berlin and the flash-like exposure of 
Allied weakness in terms of fighting divisions! In the 
precarious tranquillity of your breakfast hour when 
the Metropolitan brainwashers pour their journalistic 
slop on your table — take a hard look at the map of 
Central Europe where the Russian monster may choose 
to fight. Korea, Tonkin, Tibet, and Laos are diversions 
fought by his cannon-fodder stooges, Central Europe is 
the key locale and the Kremlin is disposed to fight and 
his troop dispositions are more than adequate. 
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VIENNA: 1961 


There was a reason for Eisenhower's acquiescence 
in Khrushchev’s visit. The same reason prevails today: 
A sobering realization that the W est is deteriorating. A 
trained soldier's hard appraisal of relative strength (of 
NATO) at the point of crisis (Berlin), That strength 
is 16 Allied divisions, five American divisions, the so- 
called “shield” that guards the airfields from which SAC 
(the massive deterrent) will have to fly. Confronted 
by 60 or 70 Russian and Satellite Divisions, the “shield” 
is not strong enough —an admission on highest au- 
thority. 


Who are the gentry that fulminate with righteous 
indignation? Some were, of course, patriotic but shocked 
and angry citizens. But some were the “embusques” 
who have always found cushy, wartime jobs in some 
Federal or State Sinecure, the intellectual and actual 
draft dodgers who are the first to talk of fighting. They 
want to “force a supply corridor into beleaguered Ber- 
lin.” Take a hard look at Maps (1) to (4) and the thin 
line of Denmark-Switzerland. 






——— 


© Maier Western bases ff} Major Soviet bases 








P ibliniée 


Ocean 





SO0000 


SOR 


seeee 


Allied Missile & Flight Ranges 
Relative Strength at the Point of Crisis 

1957 was a year of shattered illusions. The advent of Sputnik to 
support the USSR’s claims to advanced types of medium and long- 
range missiles marked the gradual shift of strategic balance in favor 
of the Kremlin. 

The Soviet lead in conventional armies, in the crucial Mid-Euro- 
pean sector was well established; it had never been challenged. In the 
missile race, the Allies lost strategic decisions: The American Joint 
Chiefs of Staff (under pressure of ambitious and powerful air inter- 
ests) gambled on the “massive deterrent by air” (airborne bomb de- 
livery) while the Soviet General Staff gambled on the “equally 
massive deterrent by missiles” and gained a dangerous advantage of 
two to four years — the missile gap, 1958-1962. 
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In a decision to recover strategic balance, the British proposed a 
reduction of their normal military forces to stake their defenses on the 
missile, i.e., retaliatory nuclear fire. The map shows flight ranges 
and/or radii of missiles from British bases. 

The picture is wholly deceptive. There are not enough missiles 
and not enough bases — and all'of them vulnerable. The Soviets are 
now in a position to execute retaliatory fire. The best to be hoped 
for is an indefinite and precarious “balance of nuclear terror.” 


The situation that forced Eisenhower’s hand and 
hangs like a millstone around Kennedy’s neck is a 
collective responsibility of the West. The same burden 
has now fallen on Kennedy. Are 150 million Ameri- 
cans perpetually required to defend 240 million Euro- 
peans? In a study of cause and effect, responsibility for 
the current military and diplomatic impasse is un- 
mistakable. 


RELATIVE STRENGTH AT THE POINT OF CRISIS 


Your editor has appeared before several Congres- 
sional Committees, to testify on the strategic position 
of the United States. In highly condensed form, I 
pointed to an unmistakable sequence of “cause and éf- 
fect” for the current diplomatic and military impasse, 
viz: 


(1) Panicky demobilization of the West in 
1945. 


(2) Myopic acquiescence while Russia con- 
tinued to arm to the teeth. 


(3) Failure of Western Europe to maintain 
peace-time armaments. 


(4) Fatuous reliance on the supposedly 
“exclusive” atomic deterrent. 

(5) Failure of security-intelligence services 
to protect nuclear secrets. 

(6) Jurisprudential softness toward Com- 
munist traitors. 


(7) Conspiratorial silence on the weaken- 
ing NATO shield. 


Since 1948, all NATO Commanders have requested 
more divisions for the central European front; in 1950 
they called for 90 Divisions, they trimmed this figure 
each year although the Russian menace increased rather 
than abated; in 1958 Norstad finally settled for 30 
Divisions (an aviator’s estimate) which is obviously not 
enough, possibly sufficient for a rear-guard action while 
in full retreat toward Spain and the Pyrenees. The 
potential of a “blitzkreig” Russian invasion of central 
Europe cannot be shrugged off. By any professional 
standard, the discrepancy between Russian and NATO 
“ready divisions” is overwhelming and violates basic 
principles of war that are taught in staff colleges of 
every modern Army: the principles of “Mass” (Rus- 
sians) and “Objective” (Berlin-Frankfurt-Paris ). 


When General Nathan B. Forrest, C.S.A. explained 
his own recipe for military victory: “... Git thar fustest 
with the mostest men... .,” he clearly defined “Mass” 
and “Objective.” The decline of the West, like the 
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story of Carthage and Rome, is traceable to a violation 
of principles that apply to diplomacy as well as War. 


Sober considerations should explain Eisenhower's 
invitation in 1959. The same considerations apply to 
Kennedy in 1961, viz: a play for time, a breathing 
spell to stave off the brutal potential of the Berlin ulti- 
matum. With the visual evidence on these maps, is 
there the slightest doubt that the current, self-imposed 
weakness of Western Europe is a constant temptation 
for the Russians and that nothing will correct basic defi- 
ciencies — except correction and parity with the Rus- 
sians along the line of Denmark-Berlin-Switzerland. 
Is there any professional doubt that 60 Allied divisions 
would give 60 Russo-satellite divisions pause as the 
risk of an attack is too great and there is no chance 
for a cheap victory? 


The Bismarckian formula of “parity and balance,” 
his famous “Zug um Zug” (a move in a chess game) 
has kept the European peace for more than 40 years, 
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Soviet Short & Mid-Range Missiles from Czech Sites 
Relative Strength at the Point of Crisis 

The advent of the Sputnik forced our laggard or prudently silent 
intelligence services to admit that the Soviets have a growing arsenal 
of missiles of variable ranges: IRBM, 1,500 miles, to the ICBM, 
5,000 miles. 

The location of missile launching sites was reluctantly revealed. 
They are principally in Soviet military enclaves in the former Baltic 
States, in Communist East Germany, in the Konigsberg area and in 
Czechoslovakia — the most rabidly Communistic satellite between the 
Oder and the Yalu. This Czech salient juts deeply into the Allied 
defense areas in West Germany. Red short-range missiles of 300 to 

miles blanket American bases, airfields and garrisons along the 
Rhine. As early as 1957, the map locations of Soviet missile sites in 
the Czechoslovakia salient were reported by your editor. The source: 
a formidable refugee underground organization. 
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from 1870 to 1914, until British intrigues destroyed 
this delicate but effective power balance. Is there any 
doubt that the Europe of 1914 was infinitely preferable 
to the lethal morass of 1960? 


The plaintive wail that a war-shattered Europe can- 
not afford to arm is not valid: China and Russia were 
equally war-shattered but they resolutely came up with 
175 and 225 Divisions respectively and on that single 
factor were able to base their brutal power-politics that 
netted them half the World since 1945. Apparently 
Europe lacks the will to fight? 


Intrepid Spain has shown what can be done on a 
“shoe string,” she defeated Russia on the battlefields of 
the Spanish Civil War (1936-1939). At a fraction of 
the “mutual security” grants that cascaded into France 
and England, she maintains 11 divisions behind the 
Pyrenees — which may yet become the last refuge of 
the shattered and retreating NATO divisions. 


THE DECLINE OF THE WEST 


In the apathy of the West, we have the conflict 
of “butter versus guns,” the British are a flagrant ex- 
ample (though they can be said to have triggered both 
World Wars I and II). In their 1956 defense expendi- 
tures of approximately $4 billion, the British spent an 
equal figure for purely welfare items (and cut their 
income taxes, too!) In that year, the United States 
spent ten times that amount in the defense of essentially 
alien areas. As regards the British “welfare State,” free 
glasses and dentures will not stop the Cossack on the 
move. I invite our readers’ attention to the table below 
with the shocking implication that the European per- 
formance of 1960 only runs from 7% to 25% of a 
mobilization effort, in time of peace, notwithstanding 
the fact of the deadliest international menace in re- 
corded history — the march of the Communist tyranny. 


THE DECLINE 

IN WESTERN ARMAMENTS 

Ready Divisions from 1914-1959 

REF. COUNTRY WWIWWII 1928 1957 





1959 PCT. 


1 Benelux 18 22 17 4.5 4.5 25% 
2 United States 34 79 12 5 5 50% 
3 United Kingdom a 49 23 4.5 4 20% 
4 France 118 90 30 5 2 7% 
5 Germany 228 190 10 3 7 70% 
6 Italy “a: 2 8 8 28% 
7 Spain 25 25 1l 11 11 100% 
Russia 229 = 200 Eee 175 - 


Compared with the output in the 1928 column, the percentage 
performance for 1959 (last column) is totally inadequate. 

1) Benelux was overrun twice in World Wars I and II. 

2) The U. S. has always had a modest peace establishment; the 
comparative percentage is thus not entirely valid. Our “stake” in West 
Europe is arguable. Europe should be defended by Europeans. 

3) Britain plans to withdraw partially (and may still do so). The 
debacle of Suez showed that she is not prepared for overseas expedi- 
tions. 

4) France, expected to furnish 12 divisions for NATO, has with- 
drawn the bulk of her troops for employment in Algiers. European 
mobilization of reserves is normally fast, but will be delayed by nu- 
clear attacks and serious damage to communications. 
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5) Germany will arm to 12 divisions by 1961. She thus be- 
comes one of the mainstays of the NATO ensemble in Mid-Europe. 
In tecognition, German General H. Speidel has been designated com- 
mander in chief, Land-Cent (and actually commands American 
forces). Germany is extremely vulnerable to missile fire from East 
German and Czech bases. 

6) The Italians can hardly intervene along the Rhine, along the 
crucial NATO front (Denmark-Berlin-Switzerland). They will have 
their hands full facing unreliable Communist Yugoslavia. 


7) Spain is not yet a full member of NATO. Her troops are 
available and vital naval and air bases are located in her territories. 


As regards central Europe, there are between eight 
and ten million refugees from behind the iron curtain 
and they have a burning grievance; they were expelled 
from their homes by Russian bayonets. Easily 10 per 
cent are of suitable age for military service (after all, 
we concript our teen-agers to be thrown into every 
alien rat’s nest of the globe); the refugees alone could 
muster the equivalent of 30 or 40 divisions. 


SENATOR MANSFIELD’S PROPOSAL 


U.P.I. reports an interesting proposal by the Mon- 
tana Democrat (who is Majority-leader in the new 
Congress) which could have important repercussions 
on “gold-dollar” savings, the problem of “dependents” 
of American troops and the tensions of the current 
Russo-American conflict, in the explosive Mid-European 
area. 


Sen. Mike Mansfield proposed that the United 
States offer to cut its European troops roughly in half 
if Russia will do the same as a “rational step” toward 
normalcy and peace. 


He felt that because the “numerical imbalance” 
of European troops is weighted “overwhelmingly” 
favor of Russia, the five U. S. divisions in Western 
Europe have “Jost real meaning” in terms of the NATO 
shield concept. 


The Senate Foreign Relations Committee member 
believed that the significant meaning of U. S. troop 
commitment is “primarily a symbol” which he con- 
tended “would be no less a symbol” if reduced. 


“One would hope, therefore,” he said, “that it would 
be possible to reduce our total commitments of forces 
in Europe by two or three divisions in turn for a Rus- 


sian willingness to cut their forces in Hungary, Poland: 


and Germany by a roughly proportionate number — 
say somewhere in excess of 10. 


“That would be an important step toward easing 
tensions in Europe. It also would permit the Russians 
to reduce their armaments expenditures — which they 
are apparently anxious to do.” 


If Europeans felt their security weakened by a with- 
drawal of the American forces, “they are in a financial 
position now to strengthen their own military forces, 
and should do so.” 
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The Senator emphasized his views as being personal 
and “not representing the Kennedy Administration.” 
As a war-tested professional, I would support his basic 
contention that the “shield is a relative fiction.” In 
articles and Congressional testimony (since 1955), J 
have maintained that the front: Denmark-Switzerland 
is crucial and vulnerable. 
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Mid-Europe: Cold War Line-Up 
Relative Strength at the Point of Crisis 

Allied and Soviet satellite troops face each other in the critical 
Mid-European area. These are ready divisions, triggered for action — 
except the American contingent which is handicapped by women and 
children, as in Korea, representing a burden for protection or re- 
moval when the shooting starts. The Berlin sector, an enclave in Red 
territory, is especially vulnerable. 

Note that the Allied divisions are dispersed: Greek or Italian 
units can hardly intervene along the Rhine. They will have their 
hands full along their own frontiers. The cards are heavily stacked in 
favor of the Soviets. The current ratio in strength is one to three 
against the Allies. 

In terms of mutual security, mutual aid, foreign aid (and other 
dishonest cliches designed to sugarcoat a bitter tax bill), the expendi- 
ture of approximately $25 billion (military items) in 14 years has 
only resulted in tactical and strategical failure bordering on capitula- 
tion: “A ground war is unthinkable. . . . 

The critical front (Denmark-Switzerland) has produced only 15 
to 16 ready divisions, exclusive of the American contingent; this is the 
Eisenhower-Gruenther-Norstad “shield” or “trip wire.” In comparison, 
from 1945-1956 the Far East developed four times the number of 
ready divisions (67) than Mid-Europe (16) at half the cumulative 
cost, and for 1956-1957 at approximately one-eighth the unit cost 
per division. 


As a corollary, Berlin’s two million citizens com- 
prise at least 100,000 young men of draft age, to be 
formed into para-military units, as practiced in Com- 
munist East-Germany — instead of gambling on token 
Allied occupation forces, including approximately 4,000 
American soldiers and (naturally) over 4,000 women 
and children. That is why the harassed occupant of the 
White House has to swallow his pride and play for 
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time and desperately seek a formula that might stave 
off immediate disaster. 


What is that formula? It is a composite of factors 
that have always been present: 


(1) Since 1945, Communist Russia and her 
satellites have armed unrelentingly until the 
West is confronted (1959) with a Soviet supe- 
riority in conventional armies. 


(2) Conversely, Western Europe failed to 
re-arm proportionally. The vaunted NATO 
“shield” is a complete fiction, predicated on 
an assumed “monopoly” of deterrent atomic 
power. Through espionage and access to Ger- 
man know-how, the Russians have reached atom- 
ic parity with the United States. The advent 
of the “Sputnik” destroyed the last vestige of 
the illusion of Western “nuclear supremacy” 
and represents a mortal threat to our civiliza- 
tion. 


(2) The burden of ensuing international 
armaments endangers the fiscal solvency of the 
United States. The U. S. has been spending at 
a rate equal to the combined expenditures of 
the West; its cumulative national debt exceeds 
the aggregate debt of the entire World. 


(4) To maintain its military posture at 
home and abroad, the United States must 
radically re-appraise its foreign policies and the 
international “mutual security,” foreign aid 
grants or credit systems: 


(a) Limitation of aid to effective military 
Allies — Turkey, Spain, Germany, etc., in pro- 
portion to actually existing ready divisions. 


(b) This limitation excludes all neutral- 
ists, lip-service associates, welfare-state social- 
ists, pro-Communist countries, ete. Accrued 
savings can then be applied to increased mis- 
sile armament of our own forces. 


(5) Place the military establishments 
abroad on a war-footing with the reduction of 
soft, peace-time luxuries, etc. Withdraw de- 
pendents from exposed positions; they are an 
invitation for rapists and looters; the Berlin 
garrison is the “tethered goat” readied for the 
tiger’s spring. 

Against this dismal background (essentially charge- 
able to European negligence in rearming in “conven- 
tional” units on a comparative scale with Red China 
and Russia) Senator Mansfield’s proposal of “a recipro- 
cal cut in forces” seems illusionary. What cut can be 
“offered” by a numerically inferior group (NATO to- 
tal: 45-65 Divisions) vis-a-vis, the Red “bloc” of 175- 
225 Divisions? Even if limited to the Mid-European 
sector — to the ultimate “show-down” front; Denmark- 
Switzerland, we have a discrepancy of 21 to 56 divi- 
sions, at best. Let the Russians cut their forces down 
to NATO levels — which they are not immediately 
likely to do. 
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The Russian Assault on the Front (Denmark-Switzerland) 
Overlay to ‘“Mid-Europe: Cold War Line-Up” 

An overlay is a “transparent” placed over a base plate: (“Mid- 
Europe: Cold War Line-Up”) in order to simplify details or to em- 
phasize major points —in this case, the relative strength of the op- 
ponents now ranged along the front (Denmark-Berlin-Switzerland ) , 
the vulnerable NATO front. The Russian “objective” is the penetra- 
tion of that front. Note the numbers of Allied and Russian divisions, 
their groupings for attack and defense. 

Once the front — Denmark-Berlin-Switzerland — is pierced, there 
are no sizable forces in central France (due to the bulk of first-line 
French troops currently employed in Algiers). There is a military 
vacuum until the line of the Pyrenees and the fresh divisions of the 
Spanish Army — the only Army in Europe that defeated the Kremlin 
in open battle (1936-1939). Thus Spain — maligned, harassed and 
persecuted by the fellow travelling press of the West —may yet be- 
come the last refuge for the retreating colums of NATO. 

From Spain, i.e., the Iberian Peninsula including Portugal, a coun- 
ter offensive is eventually possible, following the pattern of the Nor- 
mandy landing and paralleling a similar situation in Wellington's 
campaign and the ultimate defeat of Napolean I who had overrun 
Western Europe — just as the Soviet Russian-Mongoloid hordes may 
conceivably overrun NATO (Oswald Spengler’s “fading West”). As 
regards the air factor, the “massive nuclear deterrent” is approaching 
parity as between opponents and, in the end, represents a negative 
“balance of terror” . . . and who will pick up the pieces? 


THE MID-EUROPEAN IMPASSE 


Senator Mansfield’s proposal, however, is more sub- 
tle than an optimistic assumption, more sophisticated 
than a quixotic tilting at Russian windmills. It aims at 
breaking a “deadlock” that centers around Berlin, 
around the whole “cellophane shield on the Russo- 
Allied front: Denmark-Switzerland.” I have said es- 
sentially the same thing, in appearing before Senator 
Hayden’s “Committee on Appropriations” H.R. 12619 
March 1960. Sec. VII “Conclusions and Recommenda- 
tions” pp 599-601. Sub Par 10 (v) is pertinent, in the 
framework of Senator Mansfield’s thought (and ob- 
viously on the same track of reasoning), viz: 


10. The slow deterioration of N.A.T.O. 
along the crucial front: Denmark-Switzerland, 
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the shrinkage in “ready” divisions, the with- 
drawal of British and French forces, etc., in- 
dicate that the component nations can no long- 
er afford independent military establishments 
that include exorbitantly expensive Air Forces, 
Navies and Nuclear Units. These deficiencies 
call for a re-allocation of arms and services, viz: 


a. West Europe to furnish primarily Infan- 
try divisions and supporting arms: tactical air, 
etc. 


b. The United States to furnish nuclear 
units and strategic air services only. 


ec. The United States and Britain to furnish 
Naval support. 


d. West Europe to employ intensively “ex- 
pellee-refugee” manpower in organizing “Inter- 
ternational Brigades” and bolster its defense. 


e. To resolve the dangerous Berlin impasse, 
the Allies to offer Russia a conditional, mutual 
withdrawal of occupation forces from Berlin 
and from all of East Germany, the Berlin garri- 
son to be replaced by West German troops 
with guaranteed access routes for supplies. 
Thus, Germans will confront each other in the 
Berlin tinder-box and possibly develop admin- 
istrative and social adjustments of their regime. 
There are rumors that Milton Eisenhower 
brought such a proposal from Russia. Actually, 
it has been suggested by Senator Capehart 
months ago. Treaty rights (Potsdam) can be 
protected by retaining the Allied High Com- 
mand Headquarters intact, thus exercising the 
same command over the proposed West-German 
garrison they now exercise over West-German 
divisions. 

f. This proposal will force Russia’s hand 
in a test of evacuating 22 Russian divisions from 
East Germany to Poland. The military posture 
of N.A.T.O. (such as it is) remains unimpaired 
along the present East-West dividing line: Con- 
currently and rapidly, the Allies to mobilize to 
at least develop a defense posture equal to peace 
time standards of 1928 (90 divisions). 
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“TALK IS CHEAP” (continued from page 2) 


their only valid political choice today is between an 
anti-Red dictatorship and a pro-Red dictatorship. 


3. The opinion ... by Mr. Adlai Stevenson that 
Red China must soon be seated in the U.N. (to which 
Mr. Kennedy’s silence on the subject seems to give 
consent) . . . has disheartened all the Asiatic nations 
threatened by that country, and dismayed our staunchest 
Far East ally — the free China on Taiwan. 


4. The continuation of the deadlock in the dis. 
armament and nuclear test ban negotiations, which 
candidate Kennedy promised to break, fortifies many 
Europeans and Asians in the belief that the only choice 
now open to them is either appeasement of the U.S.S.R. 
or atomic war... . 


5. The Soviet claim to have put the first man into 
outer space orbit has persuaded millions of people 
abroad . . . that Soviet science and technology, if not 
already superior to ours, will be so soon. . 


6. The outbreak of anti-Negro rioting in Alabama, 
requiring . . . the use of Federal troops to restore order, 
is regarded by nonwhite nations, especially in Africa, 
as renewed proof of the Russian contention that Ameri- 
can democracy still believes that the “colored man” is 
a second class citizen and an inferior human being. 


7. Above all, the failure of the Cuban invasion 
with its catastrophic political consequences has been a 
disastrous blow to American prestige. On no foreign 
policy question during the campaign, and even after 
his inauguration, did Mr. Kennedy commit himself 
more clearly than that of securing Cuban freedom, 
overthrowing Castro and expelling Communist influ- 
ence in South America.” 


Talk is cheap .. . and we've had a lot of it. Dis- 
armament, the proposed seating of Red China in the 
United Nations, the presence of a Communist satellite 
in our hemisphere, the loss of Laos (for all practical 
purposes) to the Communists, and many more issues 
on which President Kennedy had talked a strong atti- 
tude, but has adopted a do-nothing policy, clearly in- 
dicate that the time has come to quit talking and start 
acting. Americans urge the President to re-assess his 
foreign policy and take the same aggressive action to- 
ward the international Communist conspiracy that the 
Supreme Court has taken with the U.S. Communist 
Party. 


Will Robert Kennedy follow the example of his 
elder brother? Can we believe that he will really wage 
legal war on the U.S. Communists? We're waiting . .. 
and watching. We have quit listening. 


June 23, 1961 
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